The current study revisited the traditional dichotomy of part-time versus full-time employment and examined its efficacy in predicting job-related attitudes reflecting wellbeing (job satisfaction and organizational commitment) and emotional withdrawal (burnout and the intention to quit the workplace). In addition, we tested the impact of a continuous measure of actual work schedule as well as the psychological constructs (preferred work schedule and scheduling control) over these attitudes. Participants were 153 nurses in an Israeli hospital who had either full-time or part-time positions. Results showed that both the dichotomous and continuous measures of actual work schedule failed to explain any of the study criteria. Conversely, preferred work schedule and, especially, scheduling control were significant determinants of work attitudes. Implications for continued research are outlined.
"involuntary part-time work, jobs held by individuals who would rather work full time, accounts for the substantial growth of part-time employment." Part-time and several other unorthodox employment arrangements, such as temporary and contractual work, have been labeled "contingent work" and characterized by negative elements such as low income, low job security, no training, variable hours, and low benefits (Barker, 1993; Belous, 1989; Gannon & Nollen, 1997) . Recently, however, Feldman (1990) asserted that for some individuals, part-time may be preferable to full-time work. Further, Lee and Johnson (1991) argued that "systematic differences in the job attitudes between full-time and part-time employees, particularly organizational commitment, may have been masked by the differing proportions of workers on preferred and non-preferred job schedules across studies" (p. 222). Indeed, Barker (1993) noted that some employees, especially working mothers, prefer part-time work. In this regard, Barton (1994) reported that nurses who chose to work night shifts were better adjusted in terms of well-being than their colleagues who worked nights against their will. This finding contradicts the prevalent belief that night work has essentially aversive outcomes. Similarly, Krausz, Brandwein, and Fox (1995) reported that voluntary temporary employees were more satisfied with their job than their involuntary counterparts and, in some cases, even more satisfied than the organization's permanent employees.
In line with this evidence, the current study reassessed the existing beliefs concerning part-timers. As opposed to the dichotomous division of full-and part-time schedules, we offer below a continuous variable reflecting varying extents of actual workload. Further, we identify psychological variables associated with work schedule and examine whether they relate to job-related attitudes.
THE FULL-TIME VERSUS PART-TIME DICHOTOMY: ANOTHER LOOK
For administrative and legal aims, the prevalent organizational distinction between full-time and part-time schedules is quite useful. Therefore, most previous studies of work arrangements adopted it (e.g., Jackofsky & Peters, 1987; McGinnis & Morrow, 1987; Steffy & Jones, 1990) . Nevertheless, such a distinction has little psychological meaning. For instance, when 35 weekly h are used as a cutoff point, it is unrealistic to expect psychological differences between people who work full-time and those who work a few hours less (e.g., 32). Further, the part-time category (1 to 34 weekly h) has a wide range in itself. The involvement and commitment of individuals working 10 h a week probably differs from the work-related attitudes of persons working 32 h. In fact, the psychological gap between both groups might be much higher than the difference between the latter and full-time employees. Finally, the full-versus part-time dichotomy ignores workers whose workload is higher than the official amount of weekly working hours.
Some researchers (e.g., Wakefield et al., 1987) substituted the part-and full-time dichotomy with a more elaborate but arbitrary division into several categories differing with regard to the number of weekly working hours. Because the number of work-hours per week is, in essence, continuous, this method suffers from similar drawbacks. Based on this line of reasoning, we abandoned both traditional classifications. In accordance with the Lee and Johnson (1991) recommendation, the current study adopted a continuous scale for measuring the actual workload as a fraction (in percentages) of a full-time position.
We also assessed two psychological variables reflecting the impact of work schedule-related needs concerning one's feelings and attitudes. The first variable was the employee's preferred workload; similar to the actual workload, it is expressed on a continuous scale. The preferred schedule, however, is frequently unachievable. We measured directly the extent to which one controls issues such as the total amount of working hours and choice of work shifts and work days (Jackson, Wall, Martin, & Davids, 1993; Kasl, 1989) . Personal control over work matters has been shown to positively affect diverse attitudinal and behavioral work outcomes (Karasek, 1979; Kasl, 1989; Perrewe & Ganster, 1989; . The main theme of the study is, therefore, that one's attitudes could be explained by two psychological variables reflecting personal choice, namely, preferred work schedule and scheduling control. More specifically, we hypothesized that beyond relevant demographic attributes (Barling & Gallagher, 1996; Smulders, 1993) , both psychological variables will be positively associated with work attitudes implying well-being (e.g., job satisfaction and organizational commitment; Bretz & Judge, 1994; Sagie, 1998) and negatively with attitudes implying emotional withdrawal (burnout and the intention to quit the workplace; Weisberg & Sagie, 1999) . Further, we expected that these psychological variables will contribute more to the work-related attitudes than either the dichotomous or the continuous measures of actual schedule.
METHOD

Sample and Procedure
Respondents were nurses, year-round employees in a large hospital in Israel. Of the 200 questionnaires that were distributed, 153 were returned, constituting a response rate of 77%. All of the respondents were female. Their ages ranged from 21 to 57 years, with an average of 34 years. Seventy-one percent were married and 29% were single. Fifteen percent of the sample were practical nurses and the others registered nurses. Respondents came from various clinical wards; 24% from internal medicine, 19% from surgical wards, 29% from intensive care units, 12% from pediatrics, 8% from gynecology, 6% from geriatrics, and 2% were in supervisory roles. Eighty-four nurses had full-time positions, 64 were part-timers, 1 worked more hours than required for a full-time position, and 4 nurses did not report their actual workload.
Questionnaires were filled individually and returned unnamed to carton boxes in several clinical wards within the hospital. Prior to the main study, a separate sample of nurses (N ϭ 30) was used to pretest the study instrument. Further-more, in-depth interviews with the hospital personnel and some of the nurses who participated in the pilot study allowed us to refine the instrument.
Measures
The following variables were used as predictors of the job-related attitudes. Actual work schedule. The exact percentage of full-time position that the respondent actually worked and the exact raw number of weekly work hours were recorded. The results with both types of data were comparable; the correlation between both measures was .93. As prestudy interviews indicated that nurses more often use percentages of a full-time workload to express their work schedule these were chosen for reporting the results. Further, since a part-time schedule is considered any number of hours fewer than full-time, we used also a dichotomous scale for this variable (i.e., full-versus part-time position).
Preferred work schedule. This variable was also documented as a percentage of a full-time position and number of work hours. Specifically, the question asked "what percentage of a full-time position would you like to work."
Perceived control. Five items were specifically constructed to measure the perceptions of having choice and influence on the timing and scheduling of work. The items were a variant of the six-item scale previously used by Melamed, Kushnir, and Meir (1991) . Sample items include "I can determine which days I work" and "I can choose my shifts." A 5-point response scale ranged from "entirely not true" (1) to "entirely true" (5). Principal component analysis indicated that all five items loaded on a single factor with an eigenvalue of 3.17; Cronbach's alpha coefficient was .84. In addition, the following demographic items were included as control variables: age, marital status (1 ϭ single, 2 ϭ married), organizational tenure, and age of the youngest child (Barling & Gallagher, 1996; Smulders, 1993) . The last variable was coded in five categories where higher values indicate older children. The following measures were used for the study criteria.
(1) Job satisfaction. A four-item questionnaire developed by Beehr (1976) was used. Responses were made on a 5-point Likert-type scale. Coefficient alpha was .85. Principal component analyses were performed for this measure as well as all the following. In each case, the analyses indicated that the items loaded on a single factor.
(2) Organizational commitment. The 15-item Porter and Smith's (1970) questionnaire was used with the original 7-point response scale. Cronbach's alpha was .82.
(3) Burnout. The 16-item Melamed, Kushnir, and Shirom's (1992) measure was used. Items included: "I feel energetic," "I am tense," and "I feel mentally fatigued." Responses were made on a 6-point scale; alpha was .92.
(4) Intention to leave. The three-item Seashore, Lawler, Mirvis, and Camman's (1982) measure of intention to stay in the hospital was used. A sample item is: "I seldom think of leaving the hospital." The participants' responses were reversed so that the index measured intention to leave. A 5-point response scale was used; coefficient alpha was .69. Table 1 presents means and standard deviations of the study variables for the composite sample as well as both subsamples: full-and part-time employees. Naturally, the two subsamples differed in actual hours worked: the part-timers' mean was 61.5% of a full-time position (SD ϭ 12.5%). Both subsamples varied also in the preferred schedule; although the part-time nurses preferred to work less than the full-timers (M ϭ 61.3%, SD ϭ 14.4% versus M ϭ 72.9%, SD ϭ 21.4, respectively), their average preferred schedule was almost equal to the actual one. Conversely, the full-timers' actual schedule mean exceeded the preferred mean by 27.1%, suggesting that many of them preferred to decrease the workload. Indeed, 62 full-time nurses (74%) worked a heavier load than they would have liked, and only 1 preferred to work more than she actually did (not displayed in the table). The respective rates for the part-time subsample were 25 and 19%; the rest of the employees worked a load compatible with their preference. Further, scheduling control was slightly higher for part-timers (M ϭ 3.78, SD ϭ .72) than for full-timers (M ϭ 3.64, SD ϭ .94).
RESULTS
As can be seen in the table, very small differences were observed between both subsamples in the demographic variables and work attitudes. To test the signif- Note. Marital status was dummy coded: 1 ϭ single, 2 ϭ married. Differences in sample size between the entire sample and the sum of both subsamples stem from missing data. For work attitudes, t tests for independent samples were conducted; all t values were insignificant.
icance of the differences, we conducted an independent samples' t test for each work attitude; all of the results were insignificant. Hence, the traditional part-time versus full-time dichotomy did not account for variation in job-related attitudes. Table 2 presents the intercorrelations between the study variables for the entire sample. Actual and preferred schedules correlated only .30, indicating that some nurses would welcome a change in their workloads. Moreover, while actual schedule had negligible correlations (in the range of .04 -.07) with all work attitudes, the preferred schedule had significant correlations with three of these variables (except for the intention to quit). Scheduling control correlated even higher with the attitudinal variables (except for burnout); the absolute values ranged from .22 to .42.
To examine whether the predictors accounted for variance in work attitudes, we performed four multiple hierarchical regression analyses, one for each attitude. Predictors were entered into the equation in the following order: (a) demographics, which served as nuisance variables that needed to be controlled; (b) actual schedule; (c) preferred schedule; (d) the actual ϫ preferred schedule interaction term; and (e) perceived scheduling control. The interaction term was added to determine the impact of various combinations of both predictors on attitudes. The logic for entering scheduling control in the last step was that, as a speculative variable, it seems to be less stable than objective facts (actual schedule) or even self-inspection (preferred schedule).
It could be suggested that an index of the congruence between the actual and preferred schedules, perhaps in the form of a discrepancy score, should be included as a predictor of work attitudes. However, in accordance with Edwards' (1994) claim that such a score is "inherently ambiguous, confounds the effects of its constituent components, and implies a set of constraints that are rarely tested" (p. 71), we retained the actual and preferred schedules as separate predictors and did not collapse them into a single discrepancy score. Multiple-regression results appear in Table 3 . The effects of all demographics, actual work schedule, and the actual ϫ preferred interaction on work attitudes were negligible. Compared to these objective predictors, the psychological variables succeeded in predicting the study criteria. Preferred work schedule significantly contributed to the variance of three attitudes (except for the intention to leave). Even higher influence was found for scheduling control which explained variance in all the four attitudes, from the intention to quit the organization (R 2 change ϭ .05; p Ͻ .05) to work satisfaction (R 2 change ϭ .18; p Ͻ .01).
What would happen if the traditional part-time/full-time dichotomy was used as a predictor in the multiple-regression analysis instead of the continuous scale of actual schedule? Table 3 clarifies that the impact of such a substitution on the results is negligible. Except for very small changes in three ␤ values (these are displayed within parentheses in the row of actual schedule), all the other figures in the table would have remained unchanged. 
DISCUSSION
In the current study, we challenged the assumption accepted by previous research on contingent work arrangements. Those studies presumed that actual work schedule may account for the variance in job-related attitudes reflecting either well being (e.g., job satisfaction and organizational commitment) and/or emotional withdrawal (burnout and the intention to quit the workplace). We first tried the traditional part-time versus full-time dichotomy and then the continuous scale of actual work schedule. Results showed that neither of them was significantly related to any of the study criteria. Although actual workload may be useful for administrative aims, it was found here to be meaningless inasmuch as work attitudes are involved. The mere fact that one is employed part-time yielded no aversive outcomes. Even burnout, which is universally believed to be influenced by heavy workload (Constable & Russell, 1986; Weisberg & Sagie, 1999) , did not correlate with the objective measures of work schedule. Finally, the interaction between one's actual and preferred workloads also failed to explain the study criteria.
As compared to these hard measures, the psychological variables reflecting personal needs and choice appeared to be more productive. The study reaffirmed, therefore, the Seashore and Taber (1975) contention, recently quoted by Barker (1993, p. 57) , that "individual perception of job attributes are more critical to their psychological response to work than the objective conditions of the work situation." We found that preferences for a heavier work schedule are positively associated with organizational commitment and job satisfaction and negatively with burnout. Stated somewhat differently, burnout was higher and job-related well-being was lower for nurses who wanted to work less than they actually did. Conversely, unmet expectations to increase work schedule were not a major source of frustration for the current sample. This trend, however, should not be considered a universal phenomenon. Perhaps the finding is more typical of nurses, a profession with high burnout rates, than of other professions (Constable & Russell, 1986; Dewe, 1988; Jamal & Baba, 1992) . Further, the findings here may be representative of Israel and some European countries (Brewster, Hegewisch, Lockhart, & Mayne, 1993) where, due to collective agreements, parttime employees are entitled to all material benefits calculated based as a fraction of a full-time position. The generalizability to other Western countries (e.g., the United States) where many work benefits are limited to full-time staff (Barker, 1993) , is questionable. We encourage future researchers to retest the present hypotheses with samples of different occupational groups from various cultural environments.
The limitation of one's preferred workload as a determinant of job-related attitudes is that this variable, by definition, represents an ideal reality and ignores the factual one. Conversely, the perceived control over number of hours worked and shift determination describes a (subjective) bridge between both realities. As the correlation between control over scheduling and actual or preferred work schedules was practically zero, it appears that this variable represents an entirely different dimension of working time. Whereas both schedules deal with the overall amount of time devoted to work, control pertains to the perceived ability to schedule work time to accommodate personal needs and abilities. Indeed, this variable proved to be a more effective predictor than the former ones of measures of work attitudes. It significantly accounted for the variance in each attitude beyond the impact of one's preferences for the amount of time devoted to work. Similar to the preferred work schedule, scheduling control was positively associated with commitment and satisfaction and negatively with burnout. Further, unlike the preferred schedule, personal control also successfully predicted withdrawal intentions. It should be noted, however, that although significant, only a low percentage of the variance in the latter was explained by scheduling control. This is, however, not different from previous experience with the intention to quit as a variable (e.g., Sagie, 1998) .
Several shortcomings of the study should be considered. Since the data for the study were collected at a single point in time, they cannot imply a casual link between the psychological schedule-related variables and work attitudes. It could not be ruled out that nurses who were more burned out, less satisfied, or less committed adapted their preferences by reporting that they preferred to work a shorter schedule. Second, although we cross-analyzed the work-scheduling data using both percentages of a full-time position and the number of hours worked per week, the current analysis did not allow any conclusion regarding the superiority of either measure, mainly due to the almost perfect correlation between them. Third, as both the continuous and dichotomous scales of actual schedule failed to influence work attitudes, we could not base the superiority of the former on the latter. Continued research aimed at testing the usefulness of the various measures used here will help clarify their applicability.
Finally, the study focused on a limited set of variables associated with work schedule, all of them at the individual level of analysis (Klein, Dansereau, & Hall, 1994) . In addition to actual workload and the psychological variables, other constructs can be addressed. These may include organizational and work values and norms, broader societal factors such as the extent of legal coverage and protection for employees with different work schedules, and national culture (Sagie, Elizur, & Koslowsky, 1996) . The empirical considerations of these issues await further research.
In conclusion, the study indicates that generalized views of full-time and part-time work arrangements are not warranted. Full-time is not the unanimously preferred work schedule and part-time is not necessarily an inferior work arrangement. Psychological variables reflecting one's volition and needs are not less important in shaping one's attitudes. These variables may confound the association between objective work schedules and the individual's work-related attitudes.
